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Comments in Response to Loc~i5m Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MAR 102006
MB Docket No. 04·233 (") 7:

\\ X'"" -
I sUbmi.t~ollowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUIW~Jidn~{.tJ:1~ Room

"NPRM"), re~'la~ed Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, P,~if.~'4} procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed i~"e~~~W1~( enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted, i
(1) The FC~'fhust not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from-those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC mest noHurn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiblis broadcaster
conscientiously objest.s to the mes~age. The First Amendment forbid~ imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ' . ,: " "

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speqi~@n~'\tJal! \j"\' ,L '
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of .
religious'broadcasters. Those·who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages thW~~ J
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller m~rket b~[Ji~;': "
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes td further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising1:osts in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these prop0sals weuld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the,
public interest. '- ; ; ,,", ,,' ;', " ,"',. :

..-~ . '.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discus!'led abov~.

'I
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,.' ;~j: (::''' I submit t~""owing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~rr:;aQn~fl!IiJ Room
;<.,) "NPRM"), relea~ Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ,

,'. A~~w FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A n~mber of
proP~~~discussedin the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. :

~~ The FCC ~~ot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
p~ople who do no~~theirvalues.The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional~Fltlates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values couldJ(c} Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conscience~ather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mast present.

~::.., " !' ' ,. ;~, 'f ,
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
.tigljlts to air time. Rnlilpesed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

t ''Conscien'tiou~w objects -to, the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reli~ious broaqcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many C.hrlstian broadc~sters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
tstatit!lOs. Keeping tae electritity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
s'Gjl:leeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by'requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Date
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Prrq@.l;)s~,at:l!ll:lbilc 'I;mie:ss;'j;elilbij:~{,Jiieiits)would do so - eVen :it'a relrgiOl!lslbrbMcaste'r con~cientiously objects to the
mes'sag'e. The,·First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates onany religion.
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C:omments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MB Docket No. 04-233~ m

I sUbmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R~aking (the "NP~M"),
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.. ~,~,

'~ ~~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendl1JJWt rights. A lfyPlber of proposM~_ .
discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adoPt~ '"', {'!f:,.
The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to~ advice frQ~opi~ who do n6t •
share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would i~'V~e such uricoi1slijutional mandates.
Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their valu{O~uld ·face inc~sed harassment,
complaints and even loss of Iioense for choosing to follow their own consciences~la:U1er than allowing incompatible
v.iewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits governmeti£, includiAg the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoint~.a broadc~~.J, ~&t.iqulariX ~ ~zli~iousJ~,r.22g,c2!>1~':J-JtI.~J)!~~~-~.- ..

, ' " .
(' i~,

'1','
""I" '

~--- -----,-

W~K ~U~.·:

The FCC must not establish a two-tielied renewal system·in which certain licensees would be autolJ}9..ijl::~y.e~rred .
from routine renewal application proce.ssing..The proposed mandatory special renew~revi~w:'oifc'emln classes of
appUcant:;; by the C,ommissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay
true to-their cOlilsciences and present-only themessages.they"oorrespo'nd to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially, ruinous renewal proceedings.

The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,
especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency LaQd\P[hlrm~~I$:ll))lft;irce :
reporting on sl:lch things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutiOA~II~"prpreCfea editorial
choices.

I IWe urge the FCC not to, adopt r;ules; J;)rocedures or ponGiEts>di~cli~sed·a't\'Jve.'

M~ny Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the .
electlli"city flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squ~eze niche and sma!ler market
broadcasters, PY ,su.bstantially IiCiising costs in two ways: (al by reqUiring staff presence wl'r~nS;f(.~rF.ar~t~tien is on the
air:,a'n~r, '(b)~byjflJr:fher "estfi,ctin!iJ~ maill.studi,o 'leGation.ch~ices. RaL~!P9,,90~~.~ithtthese P"0J}~~ls ..WQwp.'&0rCe
s-eh;iitebutbat:ll<!s - arnd cUr1ailea)'servme r~tOl:>llt~ijr;y·;rel(~e:tpi)~115'iritere~r. "'~ '\ IJ ' ~"P"" '

, . 11 T' I.,W ;, '\ 'I'~'
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MB Docket No. 04--233 .. .-

Isubmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R~~c;kfXba&~floo~'>; .
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~,:

, ~ "r',
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A num~r of -:; .

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~ ~, ..
-r !o'~

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t~,\e ad~ice fron0 !1~
people tV'!thOt' do Inot shdarte theiRrva,.I~es. Tbhe NdPRM

t
's prohPose~ atdVdiS?ry~oardthProPoshalsdw~!1~d~tnPothse.such-<Q :~

uncons I u lona man a es. e Iglous roa cas ers w 0 resls a vice ,rom ose w 0 on1,.{l..are elr
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing fu)eJlow their own;-?-
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The~~~;S ~'
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broad r, '
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. "<-

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyol:le and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decisioR-making information~ TI1e choice
of programmmg, especiallyteligibus~prograrilmlng;~is nOt propefly dictated ,by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in Which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory sPecial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and 'potentially ruinous renewal proceedil1gs.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrflry to the
pUblic interest.

. We urge the FCC not to adopt 'rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Name

Title (if any)
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, .. I submit the f~1I0Wing comments in response to the Localism Notice of prop~e.?.~P::J~~,(the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24;2008, in MB,IDocket No. 04-233. t" VlJ'v Room

Any new FCp rules, policies or procedut~§ iniist'nofvrQ,Ia~~~kl/~~mdment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in tbe NPRM,. if enaGted. wouLd do .so - and must nOr1S~~ted. ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Ame~c;jmeRt prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
parti13ularly' a rell@lous broadcaster. mustpresent.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and e~eryone has
rights to air time. Proposed publio access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment for.bids imposition of message delivery
manqates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The choice
of programming, especially religious progr:amming, is not properl¥ dictated.by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced w~rt programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not'establish a two...tiered renewal system in which certain Iicensee~ would be
aut?ll!IaJicall~r~ai1L~d from; rot;J..tilil~ :~ene~SlI apPJi~~t~~~:P!O~~sSjrrg· !f:l~ pr?fi>~sed manc:fatory spe~ial renewal
feVIe.w :ef~~rt~lln:§lasse~-<9f;'Mp'h~) ,,¥-tthe: ~0mI1lISl?Jt!Jl'ilers th~liJ1selVes wllJuld amount to coercIon of
religiOUS br6a:dca~ers.~ '''ffiios'e,'WJ:te{ .' "t)"ue to·their co'nscierute$'iand pres.entonly the'messages they
correl?Pond; to their beliefs cOtJld face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christia,p broadcasters operate on tight b~dgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. 'Keeping the.elecfriicity f1owing'I,s often a challengel, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smalJ,er'market'-broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
$taff>P~selJi'o~"~IiL1:mev.~t a.statian is on tme alr'anc;t~ (b) by ft,Irther restricting main studio 10catlol11 choices.
·:RaisiFigl<ro~.ts-With thes'e"proposals wouh:."force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
RubUc; interest.

We ;Wt9~'~f:l~ ~CC~Ji..qtl~~_Ilf~~!td~:Ii~~dl:lr~~_:or·policies disc\:lssed above.
-" ' .. r"_ J .- F 1 ....... ,. ....... w- •• ~'f'.- .... ",. •
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I submit the following comments in response to th;~~./?Notice of propose1l=em.rM~mmt!:lorn
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '/f 12

. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures ml/st not violate First ~e&tI}')WJtl9htS. A'number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be ado!Sfed.

"'. -
"

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, esp~cil:iIl0.€!Jigious bro~dcasters, to take advice from
people who 90 not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advls$!lY--boatd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advlceJr.@t those who don't shflre their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss'of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoin~ to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includinQ the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

.particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum everY radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements Would do so - even if a religious broadGaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of prQ9ram!JtLn'g, ~e$p~cili!IIY reli,giousj>rogral!l.D1ing.1. is n9t prol?e.rly dietated by any 'government agency - and
pf0pos;;lls to forceAreporting on such things as who prqduced what programs would intrUde on
constitution~lIy-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two~tjered renewal system in which certain licensees <Would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processin!\!. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cella!" classes of applicants,~by the Commissioners themselves would amouht to coer¢lon of
reli!1liol:ls brQfldcaslers. Those whe stay true to their c0Asciences and present only the message~ they

:ibaJilleSpand',totheit- beliefs could face long, e5Cpensive and potentially ruinous reneWal proceedings.

(q) . '.,~ J~aml phristi~n~bro~q~sters ope.r.ate on ti(;Jht budgats, as do many smaller market secular
sta:tiolirs~: :l{~1Jj~b~tl:le ~le~t11ci~~flawh71g is aftam a clcta'lIelilge. Yet, the Commissiqn proposes to further
:squ~~e nici;Jie an~,sm~lrermarket brdadcasters, by substantiaJly raisin,g costs in tWo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence wlctenever a static:m is on the Slir and, (b) by further restricting main 'studio location'choices.
Raising cost§ with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or ,policies discussed above.

I .

Title (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of ~rilsed~Jie{R~ltfijoom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No..Q4.-233. N .2..' ,

, Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First-Amendment rights.•i ~mber of
proposals disoussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and mustriotfie:adopted.

<' /',.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcaste.@:,t, take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposl\t§ would impose such
uAconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist a.dvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits g.overnme.nt, including. the FCC, from dictating.what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a relig.ious broadcaster,. must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorilill decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated bY any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4.) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autamatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rE!y.ii!w ofcertajn class~s ofapplicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadsasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
s~tions. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
s~~:presence ~henever a station is on the air and, ~b) by further restricting r:nain stu~io ~ocation choices.
R~lslng cests With tllese proposals would force servIce cutbacks - and curtailed service IS contrary to the
public interest.

,~:~

~ ~J
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'Catnme-nts·J)l'RespOl1$e to L.O"calism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, .. MAW/l02008
MB Docket No. 04-233 ' <'41, . ';-. /

I submit tl;l!~JQII.l;)wJ!ilg .. ~Erllnetilt~ 'Iil r>@.~p,lm~t(HIil~,k~alism Notice ot~Ii"O$ed R~~k/~"l#~ftoom
"NPRMl!)~,.eleasec:l Jan:"24i'2(i)l!l8;~in~MB~ocket·No:-04-233;· ' < /::)

,?,. i

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate"FirS',Amendment rights: Mgumoer of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must.nQtiJe adopted.

. ··i.~,
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broaClbJs~~~to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board prop"0~s would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aecess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
pn~posals tQJor~ r~p.QE.\\ag QJJ suchttlin.gs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-prot~cte-d ~ifQ:rial choices. _. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadlters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on th ir and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would ~ e service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

If!f~h:
j;JcI;; m,-/r
Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Address , 0J:>,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice 'of Prt.po'sed 'RYlfJllfI,k1yPr:.
MB Docket No. 04.233 I,,, Received &Inspected

I su~mlt the following comments in response to the Looalism Notice of Proposed RUlemalftM(~co 20n~
"NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233. • /' ,, 1 . . .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedur~~8JfJ n~vidlate2rils~mendment rights. ~~~~A~ Room
proposals discussedjrLtbe. NPRM,. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRrv'!i§ prQRq,ted advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcast~tWR0 rr.e~i\t' !fiJ:e from those who don't share their

___~e.s~uldface increaseg baras$ment, complalnts_and-e-'le[J-los~f-1icense for choQsing..ro..folJow their own -_.. ---"
consciences, rather than allowing ititcomf!>'atible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC r'nUstllot turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming. is not proper1y dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on .
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two~tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory sp~cial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

. _ religious.broadoasters~ Xbose wbo..stB¥i.llJato-tn~ir .consciences.ancipresentonlyo.tbamessages.they.-.
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niohe and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, poliCies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A~ber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~ ~

(1) The FCC must notforce ~dio s~tions, especially religious broadcasters;tfo take advic~m
p~ple~.h~ dO not s~are 'th"eirv~~e"s.i[h~ ~.Rf0.lS ptopose~ advfs~ry, board proposattwould imposa:wch
un~Rs~llItlonal, maJ'ilCla!es~' ReJ~lellS.(btoadeasters who resll~t adYlce from those WhotQOn't share their:\)
tl~lu~s ~uld(ace increas~ halfJ$sme~~)complail1,fs anti even loss of license for choosi~to follow their own

·G9,nseianc,es,,'r@ther .J~t:m' a~leWil··~~iq~OlJlPatibl~v.jeWPOitits te shape th~ir programming. 'fife First t'9
~e.~qmer:lt~~i~~~qpv~~m~" allclU,dir:i'g'~jFGCl fromJdi(rt8ting What viewpoints a bJfm:etcaster, ~
·pa'ftcula.r.ry a J@hglP,IJS .bread.Gast ., must present. \ (,

(~) . fl'.e. F()SJml:lste.(;)tt~~:~y~ ra~~:s~t\.~p !nto a public forum w~ere a~y~ne and everyone has
nght$' to aIr ~ e. P. fff ';tUbm;~~.r~,_~rrtel1ts ,would do so - even if a religiOUS broadcaster
conscieritiousl "obj ;(tie.~~$f!i~ T~EfFifSt Amel'ldment forbids.imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religJl:~Iii';' I•• ,. . '., ".

Re~eived&Inspected

, S~m.,n(~J.h~A.~p.Qn,eit~~l~catt$tnftiQU~QfProposed R\llemaking It1AR~·1.' 0ZOOS
MB lJocl(et "l[04-233 - _. I

I

I submit the following comments in ~el:ipon,se to the LO<;lllsrrj"hletice of Proposed RUle~~g~0i3i1 RQr>rn .
"NPRMD

), released Jan. 24, 200'8, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .' . '::.-'
~~...

'.

",

'v' ,. '

(5) MatlY Christian broac:tcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
-' ". 9s.,,!:<c;leRli:lg.tl:le eleetricity\f1c:>wihg is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further',.' ,. ie nichelaAa sm~lIer market brt'Jadcasters, by subStantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

·fS .- )is.enc:e...whenever astation is :on 'the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
. Rl;liS,inQ,ee$ts'Wj,th, these pooposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the

pobUo ihterest. ,

(3) The FCC must not force re\113lation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiaIlY.F~ligious,pmgramming, is not properly dic~ted by any government agency - and

~~~.."..,=~~, ~~.~.~.~,~ .• \,.' ",:., _ '#I.~,~~rams-wouldintrude on
q(imstitutienally."ijJr~ . ' ori~"cl'!oi~s. '," \ '

' .... - ,\., .
it J ~:~ "'\ l"

'.'{~'-' :. ~' '•. ':"'. ~,1) ,,; '. Tn~ F ~~~ge~ ~~Ij~lJ.ia tw,~i~~~~wal.system in wH}ch certain licensees ~ould be
"'~ .,;,.~1dl allcaJly,ba,. :>mtOl:J'me..trelle~1appqe-atlen processmg. The proposed mandatory speCIal renewal. ,~,; ~ ,~ I!.. .,,6f ¢ertair' cla~f{s'e,f appli~ri~.Qy. the CQrti'!1ission~rs the~s-elves w~uld amount to coercion of

.~!~ ; , : .1"1 .~JJ~:broagllastet's;, These wbo stay\U<ue te" theIr consciences lUld present only the messages they
j .",:" , ;1,:. '",' 'cOrre~peAd to'lJfeir oaliefs oouldface 100g, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
l ,.,' ~ ,
~'I.: .,wt"
.. ~..,., ·1

?...'; ,:.:~~ I~~
Oil 'f ..J"~.J;
" -'. '.....'I:i ....~

·We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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, .' . .'. .. . . "" Received & Inspected
~B', .. nts 1'1"-'I\t.§~p~nse to Lotilli$m Noticej1of Proposed Ru'emakin~UR ' ,

. ",' ,~~Ji~Nm-JJJ'tae,- .- ., ,,",11 10iB88, I
, I

f su~mit the following cO~fents in response to the Localism~~Rtf~"ioAOSed Rulemaking ·(the .
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 20Q8, iin MB Docket No. 04w233. In HOOm ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A~ber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~

~.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t9 take advlc~rom
.peQ~le who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals.would i'mpo~uch

, :~ndel!lf/titutional mandates. Relig,jbus broadcasters who resist advice from those who' ~Qfl't sh~re their
.yal~s~ould face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chooslf@tofQllow th~own
'c0r,j.s~iedces, rather than allowing ,incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. "1iQ"e First ~.
:~~dlnelilt prot:llbits g0vemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a b~~caster, ~
\'i)al1~ularly a reli~ious broadcaster, must present. 0 ~

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and eweryone has
rights to air time. ,Proposed public access requi~l1iIents would do so - even if a religious broaqcaster
conscientiously ol:ljects to the mes.$'age. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message ~elivery

mandates on any religion.

,(3) - ' The FCC must f10t ford~ revelation of specific editorial decision~makin ,'n orrnatJo . The choice
of p'FOgram(llingr~speeia"yfeli!iJio"6s flrogramRiiIl'1!1J:,"I~,j';fetpropieiffdlllrtated' by-.an cgesmmeRb ,emB.•=- ~' :~.: _ •
prop0sals to for:~ rep0':ting on su«t~ ~t:iings as who produced what programs would intrude on .
consijtutionally~protecfeif:editc;>pal .thdices.

'. ~ <;
';L.

(4) The FCC must'not,l;lstablish a twowtiered renewal system in which certain Iicensee~ would be
, automatically barred from routirie renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
, review of ceftain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

religious broadca~ters. Those who stay true to their-consciences and present only the messag1es they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadoasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marketsecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flaWing ,is often'a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further ,
squeeze niche and smallermatket broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a):by requiring
staff presence whenever a~tationls on the air'and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raislr.tg costs with 'these proposals ,w.01:1Id:force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.. .

We uroe the FCe not to adopt rUI~s, proGedures or policies discussed above.

l;t}SY2/lclcre {,tdl, .

Nam~

3- f-a &""
Date

Phone
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Comments in Response ••0 Lo~~Jir-DJjtiloti~~,ofProposed RuJemaking R,eceiV6d &In .*~
MB Docket No. 04·233 , Spected

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed'RUlemak~~hl'O20nf1
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N°llfM-m I3 P 2: 55 FCC Mail/:"

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of OOm
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, eSEJlgia~~ re1igio;.re.QJ;(>adcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prGbliG'Secvaa,\J,lslfrj:bbard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ;,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. ! The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smallermarket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location 'choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contr~ry to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

I'
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r - rerliie'f.lfs would (to so - even if a religious broadcaster
he,.::irs{Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
0, "r' ,

- ---(2} - -~Ihe_ Fgo:
ri~hts to air tim):~. H~0

cpnBcientiou/?ly objifcts to tlile mess
mandates or;i ;Ej1;ly religjoFl. :'

~ "".'.

(\~) ,~~!:.~~~ :i:'Q~tl'1i19~ .~.u~~l,reJ~!~,ti.~~:Of s~e'cific editori,al: ~ecision-making information. The choice
of programmlfflm,espeelallY religious programming, 'IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to fo'rce reporting on such thihgs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally:.protected eaitori~1 choiies. .

. - . ' -- - ~ -... ..., .

(4) The FCq mus~ nqt e~t~~lisJJJa two-tie.r~d renewal system in which certain licensees would be "
autematLQally barr: 'r:n 'I:.6€ltil1~ te~eW~1 ~p'pHY~[9n 'pr.o.c~ssJ!il@. The proposed mandatory speci91renewal
r~l)iewefl~~it~ffl·el. ·s 'qfC!ajDpJ~r:its :~·the G~i1mtmisslbriers ,themselves would amount to coercioh of
religious 1DroaabasteTs:-',hese iN)o stay true to~ their consciences and present only the messages they
c~rrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive aQd potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broaslcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity.'flowihg'is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche:and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stadio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would forceiservice cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

~
"
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t' ~" l -
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Received &Inspected
Comments·in Response·to.loG'alism~NOtiQ~~.Gf·J1rOD'4S~d.R.~lemaking lil.ft 1'0 I)Dn
MB Docket No. 04-233 ......~ \~~~lJi'i~l·.l~I:f'i ,.,~~ . t: 8

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (tlE<U;;~H~
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

~any o.f the proposals in NPRM, contrary to th'rForCf.i~IfUJt~ ~y~OUld harm both localism an~ diversity of
viewpoints. ,.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming Oncluding religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve a$ important .gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increa~ing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented. RECE!VED'
But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the: NPRM proposes
measures that would SUbstantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rationalecenomic resportse<will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest .

One of these iII~advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technol~gy. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on dUring the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, inclUding women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat eqUity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their \Tlain studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations g~eater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several-nearby communities. -If the Commissibn were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- partiCUlarly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and ~nhancing

quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to giv~ away airtime to communitY groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered. '

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business. But the balance
i$ delicate, and·the~eommi$sibni mustl10HaRe acticirHflat wiU tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
Tf.f~r~ is110 'pi:Jb'fic1ftteM§ff in-selVice'tI1afis'btith:cJlMinls.tfedandJess tliverse.

Respectfully submitted,

~~M
Signature

litle Of any)

Organiiation (if any)
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Recelve'd !

&Jnspecte
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the HAIl 10 ~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MBtmnF~U~O. 04~233. Fi /' lllnll
, llH I3 p 2: Rll : Cc n,,_ . .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vio~te First Amendment rights. A number of 'VlClil/t'oOtn
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. '

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share'theirvalues. Th~M'~~~~~advisoryboard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious bro~dOa~Mrs 1WT:fofffe~t advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than aIl9Wing'i~colJ'lpatiblevieYipoints to shape their programming. The First'
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on
,constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Tt.1e FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in Which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain clas$~s_ of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings:

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence Whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

!J~'" \,,~~\~,
_?., -
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, submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (tMAR ,1'0 20nA
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Do~ket No. 04-233. FCC M/ • '.

tOOO MAR 1 . . ad Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mus~ol;)oISteJfiifstAmendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mtfs't'not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advIce from
people who do not share their values. The NRRM'll proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadOak1~ @1P.trJ3sis~dvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and'eJerl.lllss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First:
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. !

. (3)· ·The PCC mustnotfOl'ce revelatiori ofspecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine reneWal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes Of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages ,they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would for.ce service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

_ at;tt:~
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Comments in'Response to Looalism Notice of Proposed Ru\ema\dng
MB Docket Nb~ Q4t~33 I "', .. " nl\#I~:' , ;

-. \""':".) W , '~ Re '
I submit the following comment~ in ~esponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlema~~lV~ne&Inspected

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ; t1rA R' 1"',0
! ". 20n,~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. ~~ of , "
proposals discUllJlJflmfr,rr~ ifin~bed, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~(,; Mail Room
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share'their
values could face. i~c~eased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follo~their own
consciences, ratherfh~~o1N~Q:ih'compatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First I

Amendment prohibits govemmertf;'including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. T~e choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wquld be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speci~1 renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages trey
'correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings~

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to fufther
squeeze niche and smalfer market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location cHoices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service'is contraryl to the
public interest. I

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MB Docket No. 04-f!3 --: '\

I SUb~it the folloWi~~tJMfhJ~ iJRe5~fo~ to the Localism Notice of ProposedR~lemaking (th~~p~~lt Roo.Jiti)". )
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . :f~+ .'

I !.:
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals
discussed in the NP~~fc1!i""I!lJ1d do so - and must not be adopted. .

The FCC must not ~orce radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice frqm peopie who do not
st.Jare their vali:les. lihe,'NPRMls ,proposed advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates.
Religious broadcaster'SW~o resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased harassme.lJ1t., 
coniplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than,allowing incompatiljle, ,
v.iewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, includirl9 the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. . I
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above..

Ma11Y' anristia~ fur.aad·~a:5ter:s Cilf:l.er-ate:' on tight budgets, as do, many smaller mart-et secular stf!tions. Keeping. the ,
e]eT~lwcit~~f1o~JXilg~is"~Uel1l'a' ch~pellge. Yet, the 'Commission pr-oposes to further squeeze niGhe alild smaJler market
'~roadcasters, ray scl'bst;:Jfftially liaising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence when~ver a station is on the
air i:jnd, (b) b~fur:therTestricting·main studio location choices. Raising costs with these pro.Rqsals;,wo1i!I(!Uf6rce
service cutbacks - and ctlrtailed service is contrary to the public interest. '" ':. . ..., 'I:!' ,

~ ',' • I • ' I'

."...-TJle.~C.c,must~r.let:tuj:r.I.ev~ryradie,.station into a public forum where 'anyone t:tnd everyone has riglifs to ali-nme.
Prop-osed'public acees~ reql:lirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objeets to, the
me~~ag~~ 'Th-e';Firs!~~~fiI~~~tf9tbids imposition of li1e$$~geidelivery mahaalesl tini an'y:religion. £-

- . . 4

Th'e':F:?6.mu~t~n~i~f.Pft~~;r~~f!~io".'0;f::~P~~if~~~~!!~1'(~~.ecision-making information. The choice of\P'~qi~'rnmi~g,
espe.!3lall)'·rell~louffil~mla.lllml~!1J, IS lil<!lt prQper,JY'I~II:~t.,ted by ElTJY government agency - and pr9posa'~to force
reporting on such thiflgs as wHO produced what programs would intrudeo!,! constitutio~~ny:-prcitected edit~rial

choices. . . ' \ ~ ..v· ;.
I· eO "

The FCC must not establish a two-tier-ad renewal :system.in which certain licensees would be, ~utomati~~fi~garre~
from routine renewal ap,pii,catiofl processing;..The proposed mandatory special renewal revieW\bf.Jctilrt~in classes ot'
applicants by the Commissianerts themselves wou1q amount to poell.ql~n 9f reUgipus broadcasters. Those who stay .
trwe to their consciences,and ,*,es~nt"o[lIY ute nl1:is~ag~s, they'cohiBspohd'·to tneir beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially ruine.us 'l1enewal, pr:ace;edililgs1.. , ' .
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemaking~ ~.~ fJ:V1SIf.
MB Docket No. 04·233

R~celved & Inspected

! MAR .1'0 2ana
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUleJ,Daking-(the. .

UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 200.8, in:MB pocket No. 04-23lfJ08 M'AR .-CC Mail R',
II /3 P . : OOm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAme~S: rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

i
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espec!'Iy' religious broadcasters, to take advice from
.peaple who ao not share their values. The NPRM's propo • r; '~ P9ard proposals would impose such
Ullco/ilstitutior.lal m~ndates. Religiol:ls broadcast7rs wha resis . sa ~6i'tti2se who ~on't share their.
values GOlJld~facedmGr;easel:l. haliassment, camplaints·ana even loss of license for chOOSing to follow their own

. ;oolilsGiencesj..ratta.er,tt:lanallaWililg-,ililcompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadc~ster,

'particularly a religious broadcaster, must pr:esent.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
canscientiously objects to-the-message-.~~"Fhe-First Amendmentforbids imposition-of-message delivery-- - -- - 
mandates on any religien.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information., The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on ,
cO/ilstitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees'would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many 'Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market Secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to, further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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~!tJ.
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (t~H l' ~.oected

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233. , '<:-CC -;-' . 02/1
M_ . ~J/i,9

Any new FCC rules, policies O/ilIMC'Itt~f;juf~ I1}l::I9t J:)p~@late First Amendment rights. A number ciPI'II:1,'
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if EfflM~t~'cr,r'wbtrld BO s6'--a~d must not be adopted. 00",

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religiott.~ ~!9aq~tE¥s:vt-lilO resist advice from those who don(t share their
values could face increased harassm~nt, cbl'riplcil'nrs' Md even loss of license for choosing' to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of mess~ge delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency 
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would ibe
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatorY special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present (:mly the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruino:us renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secula~ stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the uN.,.om
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. Q4.233. :

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints. '

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smal~r market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditiOnally'underrepresented.

But just as major operatingcosls are qUickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measuJ,esthat-WQU,- - :. lly;rai~'~-soll'lething.thatwill t}e keenly felt among small market and specialized
ptQgJ:(mr{iihg}btQa', :Jtlr8tioAil-economic're$pcihse will be'service cutbacks or outright shutdoWns. Neither
outcome:js in the ," ,

One ofthese III-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broa~ fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
~'more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
statiOfl$ to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The·illere8sed openi!ional costs.willlead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities. to look elsewhere to
invest'their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission m~st also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their Matn studios.
The Comfl'!i~on acfedihltt18 public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
$$Iec;ti lttiet~ocati0t' of,\I;1'ejr main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
,~ _.:- . 'yeommiJnffies, If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
:~ ,~mfnUnitY(oflice.nse, the reS\lIt would be thatbroadc;a.rs - particularly small market and speciality
p,'l. 'ihg)'bJoadtasters _ WOUld have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One' proposal would
even enforce public access requirements. similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations seNing small specialized audiences do not.
Free is'not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the eIecbicity towing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

I- t.lQ.~ lie J1.Du"n
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakj,bg..{1J:le

M
I. '1'

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .-Uv at Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adviqe from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. i

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees w~uld be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

I

]

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raisIng costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~.~
Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization ~if any)

n?ll~J-{~t

"L2Ce ~UI'.Sc.+ Pr: i
Address ~~ rV'vLL.R }CY

"" (J -- - - '1- - ~ I I _

(~) 'fCf 1-4(P 7;j :4l0 I~
Phone



./

,,' ,:' '1<' :ReCe~1i~d'&'lnMected '

" ,; MAR i'a 2008
Comments In Response to Locallsm'Notlge 'of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No.04-233'" FCC Mail Room

. I submit the follOwing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the '.
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. .;a

~ ~

·r, , , Any new FCC rules, policies or prOcedures must not violate First Amendment rights. ~umber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be ad0p'ted. ,~,

'. ' ' ,', , " ""
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcastersi' to takeadv~m
people who do not share their values: The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposaJs would imp'OW such
unconstitutional manttates. , Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who tton't share their
values could face Increased harassment, cOmplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow th~own

consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming..:tlJe First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

, ,

(2) The FCC must not turn avery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights ,to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster'
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendm~nt forbids Imposition of message delivery '.'
mandates on any religion." ' ,>,' . .

l :. , •.• ~'; :~. 1. ";;'" • ":~ ... ';' ·~;Ie· ..' l ..-.. . ... ~ ._.'" }~~ .. :-

(3) ,The FCC must n~t force r8v~lation of specific editorial Clecision-making information. The~oice
of prog'rammjng, especially rellglouaprogran;lmlng,18 not properlY dictated by any government agency - and

,proposals to 'force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wou,ld intrude on, .
constitutional!j-protected editorial cholcel.. ~,,' , - -". . ' :.

,.I "" ,'., , ,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review'9f certain classe. of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters.. ,Those who stay true, to their consci~nces and present only the messages they'
correspond to their beliefs could face Iong,'expenslve and potentially rulnou8 renewal proceedings. '

. I' .,. . ~ ,: .~.... ' ';" ,,:: '"1'Z'~· ~<;"'~:t~::'':.( .. ~. .~., ...f~.' it..~ l';{ :.... _ :0. :

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many"smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing 18 often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further' , '

. squeeze niche and smaller market ~roa~casters, by substantially raising costs In~ ways: (a) by requiring
, staff presence whenever 8 station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. '

Raising costs with these proposals 'WOUld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the " _
public Interest . .'

"or '_'
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Name




